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Interview with Prof. Nicholas Murray conducted 0900-1030 on 1 June 2021 

Nicholas Murray is a Professor on the faculty of the S&P Department.  In her statements,  

made specific allegations against .  The three primary issues were 1)  contacts 

with the Belfer Center (HKS) in 2019 in which he solicited information regarding peer review of an on-line 

article by ; 2) negative opinions expressed by Prof. Murray regarding  during 

her application process for promotion and tenure; and 3) Prof. Murray’s intercession to have  

 removed from an awards committee. 

Regarding the Belfer Center (HKS) issue.  My question was whether the article that Jill had published on-

line had been peer-reviewed.  Belfer told me that such articles were not routinely peer-reviewed, but in 

this case it was.  I passed this information to the chair of the promotion and tenure committee along 

with an ‘okay.’  Who told  about this?  I don’t know.  Typically on-line articles are not 

allowed in a promotion packet even if peer-reviewed.  This is a double standard. 

With respect to any incidents involving  and any other faculty or staff members.  I have had 

relatively little contact with   I have nothing specific to cite. 

Regarding Prof. Murray’s expressed opinions of .   is thin-skinned and highly opinionated 

and this has led to a fractious environment.  lectures were not the worst.  But they were poor and 

with factual errors that kept getting repeated. She had been informed of these deficiencies but they 

were not fixed. Her presentation style is not the best. Her last lecture was embarrassing.  There was not 

coherent narrative.  She has a style that the students dislike, but their comments are not really 

reasonable with respect to dress and mannerisms.  The issue is facts/coherency. There were a higher 

number of negative student comments for  than for other professors.  There were consistent 

comments on factual issues.   was not around the War College even before the promotion and tenure 

process.  Others are like that.  There is no formal rule, but the message should be that we should be 

available.   Research requirements here are not that stringent.  I covered classes for her two or three 

times and without any thanks from  

Regarding the awards committee issue.   submitted one of her own student’s papers for an award.  

This was a conflict of interest.  About 5 to 6 people have been excluded from competition for the same 

reason. This was part of the  investigation. I did not talk to  about this but went through 

  I will provide you the relevant e-mails on this. 

With respect to the Zoom meeting of tenured professors.  It was contentious.  The data given did not 

match the reports.  The vote was split.  A number of people held the view that the report was “white-

washed.” The claims in the initial letter were clearly not true.  Specifically, that “  solicits 

feedback and responds to it.”  But that resulted in the bullying complaint, which we were not allowed to 

discuss. The data presented at the meeting did not match what was said. The meeting was contentious.  

The issue of sexual discrimination came up at the meeting based upon student comments, but this was 

an opinion. There was nothing specific said in that regard, it was more abstract.  Some of the student 

comments regarding  were disgraceful, but not uncommon for student comments.  

Regarding the 2019 promotion and tenure process for .   was responsible for the 

scholarship portion of the package assessment.  He had a conflict of interest due to his being the 

publisher of the journal that she was published in.   had directed us to “do your own research 
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on her packet,” and that is what I did.  Part of that packet was a published article that was in the journal 

published by  -- the Journal of Strategic Studies.  It is a clear conflict of interest as he was a 

member of the promotion and tenure committee.  It was a failure to follow procedures.  How did  find 

out?  Why did  take issue with this?  I had no previous run-ins with  I maybe had two conversations 

will Jill prior to this incident. There is a lack of consistency here.  

Regarding the issue of  student.   asked whether this interaction was 

normal.  I sent an e-mail to the fulls without names and the response was that it was not normal.  

In terms of the overall climate in S&P,   and  have all been marginalized.   

left after a death of a thousand cuts.  Murray was marginalized – that is, prevented from applying for 

promotion in 2016.  In terms of promotion and tenure processes,  was lazy,  

exhibited animus  -- outspokenness.  There has been a lack of consistency across the chairs.   

 has made the first attempt to apply the promotion and tenure process.  

PARS is left effectively blank.  There are no formal complaints and thus there is a lack of formal 

assessment criteria for the faculty.   

Regarding evidence of harassment, bullying intimidation and sex discrimination.  I have heard  

 referred to as a bitch.  I have experienced language from the faculty and students 

belittling .  For women and Jewish people there is a pattern of behavior.  The department is 

split with a vacuum of leadership within S&P and on the academic side. It is there and women have a 

harder time.   

There is an excuse that things used to be more collegial.  There exists a military/civilian split as well as a 

historian/political scientist split.  Females are overburdened with things like committee assignments 

because there are so few of them.  

There was not process prior to the new promotion and tenure rules.  It was an old boy’s network.   

Some incoming juniors are more qualified than some seniors on the faculty and this causes tension. The 

standards for promotion and tenure have not been evenly applied – especially with respect to the older 

faculty. There are two senior professors on the faculty without a published book. 

S&P is the worst place for civilian-military relationships.  It is dis-functional.  The military are used as 

glorified lackeys.   

Regarding ?  Mostly rumors.  No department chairman has ever seen me teach, so there was 

likely little substantive evaluation of her performance.  Only the active duty military instructors get to 

see actual teaching.  Student evaluations are the only evaluations conducted of the faculty.  Was this 

lack of process for evaluation unfair to ? 

As for lectures, all faculty are supposed to sit in on all new lectures.  Some faculty sit in on all lectures. 

Probably all faculty sit in on the first year, or of the lecture is substantially revised. 

The promotion and tenure procedure is decent, but not up to par with most schools.  

 was turned down for promotion and tenure in 2019.   was the only other individual 

turned down for promotion, but he eventually got tenure due to his having tenure at a previous 

institution. I withdrew my own applications with a 6-3 vote.   
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Interview with  conducted 1200-1330 on 21 May 2021 (b) (6)
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Interview with  conducted 1330-1430 on 25 May 2021 (b) (6)
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Interview with  by phone conducted 1300-1430 on 4 June 2021 (b) (6)
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Interview with  conducted 0900-1100 on 9 June 2021 (b) (6)
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Interview with  conducted 1330-1430 on 8 June 2021 (b) (6)
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Interview with  conducted 1400-1500 on 28 May 2021 
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Interview with  conducted 1345-1515 on 9 June 2021 (b) (6)
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Interview with  conducted 0915-0935 on 21 June 2021 
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Interview with  conducted 0900-1100 on 19 May 2021 (b) (6)
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Interview with  conducted 0900-1030 on 28 May 2021 via Zoom.  (b) (6)

(b) (5), (b) (6)



2 
 

(b) (5), (b) (6)
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Interview with  conducted 1230-1330 on 28 May 2021 (b) (6)
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